In recent years the Russian innovation policy has made a significant progress that manifests in developing its 'tool kit', increasing 
Introduction
Over the past five years, Russian innovative policy has developed significantly.
The substantial role of innovations for economic growth was realized at the highest political level. Attitude to innovations has changed radically; promoting innovations has become one of the government policy priorities since 2006. This priority can't be considered declarative -government make a lot of efforts to discuss ways of stimulating innovations, "tool kit" to promote innovations is intensively developed, resources' provision increases. Decision-makers have become more than ever susceptible to the variety of ideas and new mechanisms for stimulating innovations, and the very period of new ideas "digestion" to their practical implementation has declined significantly -up to about six to twelve months.
However any noticeable positive changes in innovation at macroeconomic level are not available yet: they did not exist in pre-crisis period (until the autumn of 2008), they don't now, at the stage of recovery (2010-2011 years). At microeconomic level, significant positive changes in the behavior of companies have not been observed too. It should be noted that experts regularly highlight individual examples of medium-sized companies' dynamic development, a substantial increase in outlays on innovation of several major companies, raising the interest of business to the results of research and development (R&D) and to expanding cooperation with domestic academia. However, it is unclear how all of these positive samples "disappear" at macroeconomic level.
In the post-crisis period Russian government pays considerable attention to the issues of innovation policy's outcomes, but there is no answer yet, and the answer can be no picnic. In particular, innovative development can be significantly limited by the actions of government outside the innovation policy itself. Thus, the assessment of government measures' impact should be combined with the analysis of major factors affecting companies' innovation commitment as well as incentives for innovation at the firm-level.
The effectiveness of incentive mechanisms should not be viewed only on the basis of "gross" indicators of innovation -it is important to determine the orientation of these mechanisms, sensitivity of different business groups to them and related behavioral effects. Firm-level analysis can provide a basis required for such findings.
Over the past decade, a series of foreign papers has been published, containing substantiations of government intervention in the innovation activities, as well as analysis of the associated negative practices 1 . However, as applied to Russia, there is a certain lack of empirical studies of different incentives impact on innovation activities of Russian companies. In research papers, authors have increasingly focused on the analysis of companies' innovation activities' parameters, barriers and incentives for innovation.
There are quite a few studies relating to the firms' innovative behavior models, to the estimation of connection between innovations and competitiveness, productivity of companies [Kozlov et 
The main purpose of this paper is to analyze the impact of different innovation support instruments on innovation activities of companies, as well as to estimate
business' "request" to the public policies on basis of microeconomic analysis of empirical data on the behavior of firms.
Initial hypotheses

The competition of domestic enterprises with foreign producers promotes product innovation and stimulates research and development. Competition with Russian producers is more conducive to process innovation aimed to reduce the price of products.
This phenomenon is attributed to the fact that domestic producers compete with each other primarily in price, and with foreign ones -in quality. This statement may be clarified: in industries with a high share of imports from countries with lower labor costs 1 See, for example, theoretical works [Freeman, 1982] , [Loury, 1979] , [Martin, Scott, 2000] , Wo rld Bank report, which includes a number of findings and recommendations of expert groups to build in-country innovation policies [Goldberg et al., 2011] , as well as work of [van Pottelsberghe et al., 2003 ], which, in particular, includes generalization of the results of a number of empirical studies, dedicated to the impact of government innovations stimulating measures on companies to conduct R&D. Detailed study of the effectiveness of state innovation policy's concrete instruments: for example, tax incentives for innovation [Hall, van Reenen, 2000] , subsidizing corporate R&D expenditure [Busom, 2000] , [Klette et al., 2000] , the problem of substitution of private expenditure on R&D by public funds [Lach, 2002] . 2 In fact, in Russian literature there are only isolated examples of this kind of analysis [Zasimova et al, 2008] , to a lesser extent -[Upravlenie Issledovaniyami…, 2011].
and "gray" imports Russian producers also tend to mainly price competition which stimulates process, not product innovation.
Previously, similar results were obtained in [Zasimova et al., 2008] . Foreign competition stands out as one of the main incentives for corporate innovation in postsocialist countries in [Gorodnichenko et al., 2010] .
In addition, we should consider the question of how and how much are different the effects of competition with imports in the country and competition with foreign producers that occurs when exporting from Russia. The relationship between exports and innovation activities, especially outside developed countries, is a well known phenomenon (see, eg, [Roper, Love, 2002] , [Salomon, Shaver, 2005] , [Golikov et al., 2012] ). In [Almeida, Fernandes, 2008 ] they show on the material from developing countries that the import can also act as a channel of innovation transmission.
In vertically organized sectors that define innovation activeness in the economy (for example, mechanical engineering), the innovative development of the head producers is constrained by the risk of technological gap with its partners in the supply chain.
The interaction between the partners in the production chain has a significant potential of generation of innovations and their distribution. Thus, in [Goknberg et al., 2010] they show that in Russia the greatest impact on the probability of selection of more "advanced" innovation modes by the enterprise is provided by collaboration with consumers in the development of innovation.
However, this dependence is, in our view, "double-edged": if there exist rigid (i. e. not adjusted to the rapid reorientation to other counterparties) industrial relations between the supplier and the consumer, then the innovation inertia of the first holds back the development of the second.
Barriers to innovation are divided into two types: (1) One of the features characterizing innovative policies of any state is the so-called picking winners practice, which means allocation of resources to support the most efficient companies. The paper [Cantner, Kösters, 2009] states that the concentration of governmental support in a relatively small cluster of the most promising companies instead of "slicing up the funds" helps to avoid the replacement of private financing by public funding. The paper [Shane, 2009] shows that the policy of picking winners minimally distorts the market stimuli for the enterprises. The paper [Antonelli, Crespi, 2011] It is recognized that combination of technology import and domestic research and development is a key to successful innovation policy for a country, lagging in development of the research base (see, eg, [Pack, Saggi, 1997] ). Without proper R&D the absorption of complex new manufacturing technologies by companies is problematic, as reflected in the fundamental concept of "absorptive capacity" [Cohen, Levinthal, 1990 ].
Thus, the promotion of technology imports only is not a realistic option for a policymaker.
At the same time, relying on rapid creation of proper breakthrough innovations, although it looks attractive from a political point of view, may be unrealistic and wasteful. As shown theoretically in [Acemoglu, Aghion, Zilibotti, 2006] and empirically confirmed in [Polterovich, Popov, 2006] , the cumulative effect of domestic R&D and technology import shows the stronger, the higher is the current level of GDP per capita.
In other words, the lower is the level of economic and, in particular, the innovative development of the country, the more attention should be paid to technology import, except that government should not encourage firms to imitation of too advanced technology, because there is no national research base for its absorption.
According to the views expressed in [Polterovich, 2009] , inside the current Russian environment the cutting edge industries in near-by decade will not be the engines of country's economic development, and the capabilities for catching-up modernization in traditional sectors remain important.
Export promotion plays an important role in the technology import, as active exporters have to adjust to global technology standards. The relationship between export and innovative activity, especially outside of developed countries, is a well-known phenomenon (see, e.g., [Roper, Love, 2002] , [Salomon, Shaver, 2005] , [Golikova et al, 2012] ). In the paper [Almeida, Fernandes, 2008] on the material of developing countries it is shown that import can also act as a channel of innovations exchange. Thus, an important role for innovation is the inclusion in the global production chains.
In Russia, in our opinion, the system of state support for export is prohibitively weak and to some extent even discourage companies to work in external markets (for example, the problem is created by complicated and time-wasting procedures of VAT refund on goods exported). Without reforming this system innovative development can not be successful even on the way of technology import.
The empirical base for the study and the main parameters of surveyed companies innovation activities
The paper is based on the data obtained by the questionnaire survey of top managers of 602 Russian industrial enterprises carried out in autumn 2011 3 ( Table 1 ) In general, the sample is sufficiently balanced in all parameters, critically important for the further analysis. The sample contains a substantial number of relatively old companies, which started operating during the Soviet period; at the same time, there is enough weighty representation of relatively new companies. Manufacturing firms form the general body of the sample, but there is a statistically significant "control group" of oil and gas enterprises. A relatively small firms, as well as large and extra-large companies are well represented in the sample; there are a significant number of enterprises with foreign investors; and finally, a substantial part of surveyed companies exporting to the former Soviet Union (FSU) and/or other countries. Now, we should consider some basic parameters of the innovation activities of surveyed enterprises. About a third of the sample had no expenditures on technological innovation in 2010. The proportion of companies that do not innovate is the most sizeable (about 40%) in manufacture of textiles, rubber and plastic products. As for the "depth" of innovation activities, the expenditures on technological innovation of three-quarters of the sample were less than 5% of their revenues in 2010. Only 7% of the companies spent on technology innovations more than 10% of revenue. For this indicator, the better stands manufacture of basic metals, as well as manufacture of transport equipment.
A very important characteristic of innovation activities (describing companies' ability to perceive innovation from external sources 4 ) is the amount of expenditure on R&D. About 60% of companies in the sample did not finance research and development in 2010, and only 15% of the companies made expenses on R&D that exceeded 1% of revenue. The greatest proportion of companies without spending on R&D is in such sectors as manufacture of wood, wood products, pulp, paper and paper products, manufacture of food products, manufacture of textiles and textile products. At the same time, knowledge-intensive production is traditionally concentrated primarily in mechanical engineering (except manufacture of transport equipment) and metallurgy. Only a very small portion of companies in the sample produce innovative products that are new across the globe (Fig. 2) ; only 15% of the firms have products that are new on the national scale. 
Innovation drivers and factors
As a rule, one of the basic factors influencing corporate innovation activities include the size of business, financial condition, industry, level of competition in product markets. Along with these kind of typical factors, we also use for analysis a number of additional characteristics associated with "age" of companies, ownership structure (foreign or government stake), the presence of the companies' export to foreign countries. On the basis of the models we have evaluated the effect of these factors on the innovation activity of companies in three aspects:
(1) the sheer fact of technological innovation, the availability of funding for research and development (Table 2 );
(2) the level (relative to revenue) of outlays on technological innovation and R&D (Table 2) ; (3) the change in companies' outlays for technological innovation in 2011 compared to 2010 ( Table 3 ).
The size of business has traditionally been one of the most important factors in the innovation activity of Russian companies 5 . There were no surprises -small companies . 6 We have chosen 10-% p-value threshold of t-statistics.
measures of corporate innovative activity (see, e.g., [Roper, Love, 2002] , [Wakelin, 1998] As for the dynamics of the technological innovations' outlays, the growth of such funds, according to the results of regression analysis (Table 3 ) is more common: (1) for super companies, (2) for companies that have already sent for this purpose quite a substantial amount (more than 1% of revenue). We believe that this is due to the fact that the attitude towards innovation as a real factor in the company's development is possible with a fairly substantial level of funding for innovation, and the seriousness of treatment to innovation in the future determines the future growth of expenditures. in the first place, the companies which are not competing with Russian producers, and, secondly, companies that are in competition with foreign enterprises.
Incentives for innovative activities of the companies: specifics of industries and markets organization
For 
Potential impact of increased competition on the innovative activities of the companies
The dependence of innovative activities on the intensity of competition is of complex nature. It has been theoretically proven that in case the level of competition is too high it hinders the implementation of innovations [Schumpeter, 1942] , [Loury, 1979] .
As shown in [Scherer, 1967] , [Kamien, Schwarz, 1972] , [Aghion et al., 2005] , relationship between competition and corporate commitment to innovation can be visualized as a reverse U-shaped curve. It means that both in case of very low and very high level of competition the companies are not interested in innovative activities. In case the level of competition is low, a company lacks stimuli, and in case it is high, corporate resources are limited due to prices opposition.
However in Russia the level of competition is far from the upper part of the curve. 
Demand for new improved products and its main drivers
The most important characteristic of industries is the typology of the main consumers of their products. It is obvious that the specifics of innovative activities will be to a great extent predetermined by the nature of the demand for the products of the companies (whether such demand is public or private, foreign or domestic, corporate of households-driven). Moreover depending on the nature of the main consumers industryspecific possibilities of encouragement of the demand for the innovative products differ considerably.
The increase of the demand for new innovative products is one of the most important preconditions for the development of innovative activities of the companies. In case the stagnation of demand for traditional goods takes place, it finally leads to the "creative destruction" in the course of which less innovative companies are replaced in the market by more innovative and successful. 8 We perceived these empiric results as unexpected and even intriguing due to the fact that the results of a poll held in 2005 among the manufacturing top managers found very similar proportion of positive and negative assessments of potential impact of the increased competition on the innovative activities of the companies that have been shown recently.
In the framework of our empiric research we have detected a considerable shift of 
Vertical and horizontal channels of influence of corporate innovation stimuli
In the course of analysis of the innovative stimuli we assumed that such stimuli (prerequisites) can be: 9 It can be assumed that a certain part of companies including those from processing industries export "simple"
products to the markets with less sophisticated customers. However this issue requires special studies. We should also underline very limited practical influence of "innovative demand" generated by research organizations on the companies 11 . 10 Speaking about public procurement, its importance for the formation of demand for innovative products was challenged before. For example, as a result of expert poll provided in the report "Barometer "Innoprom"-2011" federal and regional authorities were listed among the consumers with the lowest innovative demand potential. 11 The problem of limited efficiency of the model of innovative demand stimulation is interesting but is not covered by the scope of this article. Generally, it can be connected with low innovative absorptive capacity of the companies (for example, due to the bureaucratization of business processes), non-conformity between the demand and supply, as well as underdevelopment of modern channels and mechanisms of cooperation between companies and scientific, educational and engineering organizations. The third factor ("active government participation") is connected with the share of the government in the capital of the companies and their orientation on public demand; besides, one can mark out the sector of machinery and equipment manufacture.
The forth factor ("foreign best practice") as well as the first one has a material impact on major companies (with the annual income amounting to more than 15 billion rubles). The same factor influences the enterprises with foreign share and the companies that face increased competition with both national and foreign manufacturers. The equipment and machinery building industry is again the most sensitive here.
The sensitivity of companies to certain stimuli depends not only on objective characteristics, but also on individual peculiarities of innovative activities of certain companies. Therefore we have additionally considered a connection with the emphasis on two characteristics of innovative activities that we believe to be important: (1) persistent innovation in the framework of the strategy of competitiveness development, (2) positive expectations of potential influence of increased competition on the innovative activities of the company 12 .
Innovation persistence showed a highly important positive connection only with the forth factor that includes the use of the experience of foreign companies and their being orientation points for innovative development. The connection with three other factors remained insignificant.
The optimistic view of the increased competition appeared to be negatively connected with the third factor that includes direct government encouragement of innovation. Positive connection of this feature with the first factor (based on the development of research organizations and educational establishments, as well as recommendations of external experts and consultants) was also proven to be significant on a rather high level (though not 10%). The absence of significant connection with the forth factor can be explained by the fact that this factor is positively connected with high competition with foreign manufacturers, and this feature in its turn dies not lead to the optimistic evaluation of the influence of increased competition.
Therefore the measures connected with public procurement and "hands-on management" trigger sensitivity mainly in those companies that to a great extent depend on the government and are not ready for the increase of competition. On the other hand the measures aimed at reaching the level of foreign competitors enable one to influence the companies that are operating in the markets with high competition and have already entered the phase of innovation.
Generally we can see that innovations are mainly spread in accordance with two models: vertical through corporate connections, and horizontal, based on the example of foreign companies in the atmosphere of developed competition. Along with this the model of "innovation supply" can prove to be valuable in the terms of technological modernization of major companies at the end of vertically organized industries and therefore can lead to the increased efficiency of innovational stimuli in corporate networks.
Barriers for innovation in Russian companies
Innovation activity of Russian companies: profile of barriers
Most companies of the sample used to adopt technological innovations with some intensity. About a third adopt innovations permanently as part of a competitiveness strategy, another third do that occasionally, when sufficient funds are available, and only a third does not adopt technological innovations at all.
However, the intensity of innovation in Russian companies remains inadequate, funding scarce. Innovative costs of most companies in 2010 did not exceed 5% of revenue, and only 7% of the surveyed companies spent on technological innovation more than 10% of revenue. R&D are not funded by most companies surveyed (58%), while companies that spend on R&D more than 1% of revenue count only 15% of total enterprises surveyed. As a result, only 14% of enterprises get more than 10% of revenue from new and improved products, while almost half of companies do not have new and improved products at all.
The vast majority (about 80%) of respondents reported the presence of various barriers to innovation both internal and external to the company. Companies in the "ideal" situation, carrying out technological innovation and perceiving no significant obstacles to it, constitute only 10% of the sample. Almost the same number of companies have neither internal nor external obstacles to innovation but still do not innovate.
Respondents generally believe the sources of obstacles to innovation activities external to their enterprises: 48,3% of respondents reported of no internal obstacles, and only 26,1% of the absence of external (Fig. 4) . 
Growth of innovative costs of Russian manufacturing companies and barriers to innovation: the comparative height of the barriers
Our insight is that the prevalence of a problem does not mean in itself that it is actually "restraining" the expansion of innovation activity. Therefore, we used regression analysis to test for dependency between the identified barriers to innovation and Estimation of these regressions resulted in selecting three variables which alone exhibited statistically significant relation to probability of rising innovation costs.
Obstacles corresponding to these variables are unstable business environment, excessive bureaucratization of business processes related to innovation, technological gap within value-added chain. Estimated coefficients of regression with these variables treated as dependent are presented in Table 5 . Unstable business environment and the bureaucratization of business processes within corporation show a significantly negative impact on the dynamics of the corporate innovative costs. In addition, it seems apparently paradoxical that the concern about possible technological gap between the contractors in the supply chain showed a positive association with the dynamics of the innovative costs.
However, we must remember that these results are obtained for only one year; we plan to test the proposed technique on longer time series. The sample of instruments selected for further analysis (Table 6) is somewhat "shifted" towards tax incentives and innovative infrastructure elements (primarily financial ones). This peculiarity, in our view, is objective due to the modern accents of government innovation policy 13 . In general, all the selected measures seem to be quite noticeable (at least in terms of their active discussion in the expert community). They are different in terms of their nature and expected effects and have no evident sectoral focus.
Instruments for fostering business innovations and their impact on companies
A characteristic feature of present public innovation policy in Russia is
It should be noted also that even within a small sample of selected instruments there can be distinctively seen the trends of recent years outlined above: strengthening of public innovation policy and diversification of its tools. Selective support instruments prevail within the considered sample as well as within the government innovation policy as a whole. These are focused on a previously specified ("namely") list of companies or require their special screening. Only tax measures and the development of technical regulations are not included in this list.
However, the use of non-selective support measures may de facto be selective, too: for example, if there is a special list which exhaustively defines a set of their "points of application" 15 .
The use of innovation policy instruments: scope, focus, main beneficiaries
Heterogeneity of the selected innovation stimulation measures led us to assume a priori significant differentiation in the extent of their use: for example, non-selective measures must "in average" affect a wider range of enterprises, than selective ones, while the support of cooperative projects of companies and universities should scarcely provide as many direct beneficiaries as government programs, just because these tools have fundamentally different amounts of budget support.
Responses of the surveyed executives to the question about positive impact of the considered measures on the innovation activities of the company (including R&D) in general confirmed this assumption (Fig. 5) . Most popular in the sample were tax incentives and among which depreciation bonus was significantly more often mentioned.
It is quite logical, as in order to apply this mechanism companies should just invest in equipment with a useful life of 3 to 20 years. In turn, the scope of the latter was not so very different from other two instruments of public funding as one might had expected looking at difference in budget expenses (see Table 2 ). Note also the activity of development institutes (VEB, RUSNANO) to support innovation: given the "piece" nature of this support, the extent of their impact on the companies in the sample (probably both direct and indirect) should be recognized as a very high.
To write a profile of companies which are typical beneficiaries of government support we used regression analysis of the impact of each instrument on the companies on a number of most important their characteristics such as industry, size, financial condition, and some others (Table 7) 16 . +++ good -bad Exporting:
+ to the countries of former USSR ++ to far-abroad countries
The possibility of accelerated depreciation of fixed assets that are used only for scientific and technical activities Number of employees: ++ more than 1,000 --less than 250 Age:
---more than 20 years Financial condition: -bad Exporting:
+++ to the countries of former USSR +++ to far-abroad countries Write-offs in the amount of one and a half of R&D expenditures on a list established by the government Industry: ++ manufacture of machinery and equipment + manufacture of chemicals and chemical products + manufacture of rubber and plastic products Age:
--more than 20 years Exporting:
++ to far-abroad countries 16 The estimation was performed by binary logistic model in the subsample of 409 innovation-active companies. As the dependent variable were successively taken characteristics that reflect the positive impact of each of the considered measures on the innovation and/or research activities of the enterprise. As the independent variables binary characteristics were used, reflecting the industrial , age (the period of existence -less than 10 years or over 20 years), the number of employees (up to 250 people or more than 1,000 people), financial condition (good or bad), the presence of the state and/or municipalities among the owners, the presence of foreign shareholders, exporting to countries of the former USSR (only) or to far-abroad countries. ---to far-abroad countries ---to the countries of former USSR +/-significant at 0.1 level; ++/--significant at 0.05 level; +++/---significant at 0.01 level.
Instrument Characteristics of companies
Most of the considered measures of public policy are "neutral" to the size of companies, as well as to government of foreign stake in companies. The exception, as a rule, is the measures originally aimed at companies of particular size groups or forms of ownership. For example, support from venture capital funds is addressed primarily to small businesses; the requirement to adopt and implement special innovative development programs concerns only the state-owned companies; the list of technological equipment, the import of which should be exempted from VAT, most likely was developed by authorities with regard to the interests of major Russian companies.
The use of tax incentives is substantially less typical of companies established during the Soviet era. At the same time, it seems there is a lack of mechanisms that support innovative activities of relatively new firms (operating less than 10 years).
Moreover, such instruments as special economic innovation zones and Skolkovo innovation center that ideologically should support start-ups are focused more on supporting "aged" companies in practice.
The use of two instruments has quite clear sectoral priorities: public funding of innovative projects under federal targeted programs was significantly more often mentioned by manufacturers of transport equipment (25% versus 10% of the whole sample) and the development of technical regulation by the oil and gas companies (31% versus 11%) 17 .
The influence of most of the considered tools is connected to positive financial status and/or export orientation of companies. At the same time a company that has experienced no influence of the measures is significantly less likely to be an exporter and wealthy firm. Thus it can be concluded that in general government innovation stimulation measures target successful companies rather than poorly performing ones.
It is important to note that some of the considered government innovation stimulation policies are connected in one way or another with the above discussed external barriers to innovation. Thus, top-managers of companies that felt the impact of tax incentives are less inclined to mention the poor prevalence of budget co-financing for innovations and difficulties with raising funds for innovative projects. The latter problem is also less relevant for the companies that have experienced positive effects from Special economic innovation zones and Skolkovo innovation center. For the companies that benefit from the instruments of direct public funding, as well from the implementation of innovative development programs by major state companies, more common is concern about insufficient amounts of public procurement of innovative products.
Problems and constraints of state innovation policy instruments
Let us consider the problem of the application and administration of two categories of tools -tax incentives and instruments of direct financial support for innovation.
The key disadvantages of tax instruments are increased attention of the tax authorities and risk of their additional audits, as well as insufficient clearness of tax regulation and, consequently, the risk of conflicts with tax authorities (Figure 6 ), whereas the disadvantages associated with specific regulatory parameters of tax credits (i. e. their rates or the base for calculation) were mentioned much less frequently. Considering the differences in assessments of disadvantages by heads of companies non affected by the public financing instruments (76% of the sample) and of those that have felt the positive effects of at least one of these tools (13%), it is important to note that the problem of lack of information on the support mechanisms is much more relevant for companies which have used none of the considered financial instruments (it was reported by 60% of the managers of these companies and only by 29% of leaders of companies that are beneficiaries of state financial support). On the other hand, for companies that are recipients of support much more significant are excessive official requirements of co-financing projects (respectively 15% and 25%).
Thus, despite the undoubted relevance of issues related to tax administration, insufficient clearness of tax regulation, etc., it is important to note that their importance is somewhat overestimated by companies that have no experience with the considered tax incentives. This may to some extent prevent these companies from using tax breaks.
An important feature (and a certain disadvantage) of instruments of direct financial support for innovation is their "binding" to the rules and procedures established by the budget legislation, the legislation on public procurement, etc., while some of the existing
lack of information on the instruments of public finding and conditions for its attracting support is excessively targeted for large businesses support is excessively targeted for small businesses support is excessively targeted for large projects support is excessively targeted for small projects excessive demands on the expected effectiveness of the projects too restrictive duration (payback period) of projects excessive demands of the state about co-financing projects from own or borrowed funds additional requirements on the scale of production realization, participation of the young, publications, patents, etc. excessive bureaucratization of support obtaining procedure (many documents needed for concourse, etc.) requirement for excessive accounting and reporting need for disclosure of the information on the project, risks of industrial espionage need for disclosure of the information on the enterprise excessive interference of the state in the activities of the company during the implementation of the project rules are very inconvenient in terms of support for innovative projects. Partly for that reason, and also because of insufficient media coverage, the financial mechanisms are characterized by rather narrow and year-to-year persistence range of companies, which have adapted to the specificity of these measures and particular requirements.
Features and characteristics of the "demand" from business to public policy in the interests of companies
Evaluation of policies implemented by the government is essential, above all, to identify practical ways to improve innovation policy in the short term. However, it is also important to assess the strategic choice of companies on the basic principles (accents) of public policy. Note that we have tried to formulate the questions proposed for the evaluation of the issues in a fairly neutral way, in relation to the overall objectives of the business and to ensuring its competitiveness ( Figure 8 ).
Of course, the choice of a principle of policy by the majority is no reason for its restructuring. At the same time, the analysis of the preferences of businesses provides a more accurate representation of groups of companies "sensitive" to different components of public policy and therefore can contribute to a more integrated, harmonious and balanced policy to promote innovation.
According to most enterprise heads, the following emphases in public policy are necessary to ensure the competitiveness of business: the stability of regulation of economic activity, support for the demand for innovation from business, importsubstitution-oriented policy, support for domestic development of new technologies. Basing on regression analysis, we can mention the following variables associated with a particular choice from the proposed alternative conventional public policies.
The support of import substitution more often is of interest for final consumer
goods producers. In the face of increasing competition, such companies increasingly focus on opening joint ventures with foreign producers in order to strengthen their position in local markets. for innovative projects is much more preferable for large companies, for relatively young firms (of age up to 10 years), and for firms funding R&D.
According to the results of factor analysis, there are two conventional models of public policy 18 that are "unanimously requested" by innovation-active companies:
(1) The first model is aimed at promoting international division of labor and is to some extent shifted to the support for the import of advanced technology and export of products. In this model, more emphasis can be put to support the demand for innovation and ensure the stability in regulation rules. At the same time, in this model direct government intervention in supporting the project is more substantial and improving the environment for innovation is of less importance. 
Conclusion
The low commitment to innovation in Russian companies is largely due not only to problems in their implementation, but also to the lack of motivation for companies.
There remains a strong positive potential of the impact of increased competition on the innovation activities of companies. In addition, the government now insufficiently uses the opportunities associated with the expansion of public procurement of innovative goods. A significant potential in motivating companies to innovate is also associated with increased requirements in technical regulations.
The most significant barriers to the expansion of innovation are unstable business environment and internal bureaucratization of business processes in companies, which greatly limit their innovation susceptibility. Thus, to establish the stability of control is the major problem, as even a positive change in the regulation gives rise to uncertainty and increases the risks, especially for long-term innovation projects. In those markets where changes are much needed, appropriate adjustments in the regulation should be as predictable for the business community as possible.
A characteristic feature of the public innovation policy in Russia is the excessive scope of active instruments, but among them only a small part really fosters companies' growth. Also the implemented tools are in general rather poorly focused on start-up fostering. The effectiveness of innovation support tools is largely constrained by the quality of their administration.
Much of the existing tools provided with resources are aimed more at traditional sectors. Progressing corporate plans of technology modernization (we believe that this process will expand) increases the urgency of developing new, "smart" mechanisms to encourage innovation which tune in advance to the new and growing technology demand of companies.
The choice of most companies in favor of supporting import substitution is reasonable, as most companies still do not have substantial capability to expand high-tech products export. However, it is important to seek for such design of import-substitution policy that does not relies heavily on import duties and restrictions. Otherwise, the incentives for innovation reduce sharply and conditions for technological imitation get worse.
To broaden the population of innovation-active firms, the most important task is to improve the economic environment for innovation and investment. At the same time, it is useful to combine environment-improving policies with the support of innovative projects, but with a focus on demonstration effects, on support of relatively young companies that need to share risks.
